dimensions, variously identified as "task vs_. maintenance functions" (Cartwright 5 Zander, I960), "employee-orientation vs_. productionorientation" (Katz e_t a_j_., 1950), or "concern for people vs. concern for performance" (Blake & Mouton, 1964) . Other categorization schemes employing more than two classes, such as the Michigan "four-factor theory" (Bowers 6 Seashore, 1964) or the more recent Ohio State multiple-factor classifications (Stogdill, Goode £ Day, 1962 , 1963 , 1964 , are still typically described within a two-factor framework, where additional factors represent various partitionings or subfactors of a two-dimensional scheme.
The dominant framework tends to be that utilizing the familiar Ohio State The purpose of the present study is to provide an integrated descriptive framework for leader behavior categories consistent both with empirical relationships among several well-known classification schemes and with theoretical propositions derived from general systems theory. although It was clear that certain factors were neither conceptually nor empirically independent (i.e., had high item loadings In common).
Methods and Results

Item
Relationships among factors were investigated in two ways. First, a hierarchical description (Zavala, 1971) was generated by rotating successively two, then three, then four, and so on, up to 12 principal components, using the varimax (orthogonal) rotation algorithm. At each level, interpretable solutions reflecting familiar leader behavior factors emerged. The two-factor solution clearly paralleled "Consideration" and "Initiating Structure," although the label "Consideration" was rejected as a motivational inference appropriate to only a subset of the items defining this factor.
■
Other clearly identifiable factors discovered in previous research emerged successively: "Production and goal emphasis" and "close supervision" split apart as subfactors of "Initiating Structure" in the four-factor solution. "Participating" (cf. Heller 6 Yukl , 1969 re "decision-centralization") emerged at level six; "information-sharing" at seven, and "supporting"
(the narrowly interpersonal interpretation of "consideration") at level eight; "enforcing rules and procedures" emerged as a subfactor of "close supervision" at level nine, and so forth (see Figure 1) .
A second approach to the factor structure, rather than "top-down," was to carry out a higher order factor analysis (Schmid 6 Leiman, 1957) by calling for oblique (in this case, oblimin) rotations of the 12 principal components stipulated by Kaiser's criterion, then factoring the matrix of factor intercorrelations. This procedure directly produced two clusters of factors. Although the interpretation of higher order factors with reference to original items is not typically straightforward (cf. Cattell, 1966), these two clusters clearly confirmed the "top-down" hierarchical analysis. The three primary factors loading most significantly on the first higher-order factor were "consideration," "power-equalization"
(or "decision-decentralization") and "abdicating" (negative of "demanding").
The three primary factors loading most highly on the second were:
"production emphasis," "directive, controlling," and "Inflexible." This label is not a behavior description, but rather a motivational inference.
It may be that leaders who "put suggestions made by the group into operation" or "treat all group members as his equals" do so because they are considerate.
It is likely that leaders who are "friendly and approachable" are considerate.
There are, however, alternative (and more likely) inferences to be made He permits the group to make all decisions, subject to his veto,
He Is hard to please. (-)
He makes group members feel at ease when talking with them.
He Is friendly and approachable.
He is willing to make changes.
He puts suggestions made by the group into operation.
He finds time to listen to group members.
He exhibits confidence and trust in his subordinates.
He refuses to explain his actions. (-)
He uses punishments and threats of punishment (demotions, criticism, firing, etc.) to influence group members. (-)
He treats all group members as his equals.
He does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the group.
He gives suggestions, but leaves members free to follow their own courses.
He jokes and laughs to release tension.
He rules with an iron hand. (-)
He keeps the group informed.
He gives advance notice of changes.
He makes his attitudes clear to the group and invites questions for clarification.
He asks for suggestions and directions about possible group actions.
He tries out his new ideas with the group. 
119
He does personal favors for group members.
138
He changes his behavior to fit changing situations.
2h.
139
He "sells" his decisions by persuasion.
116
He uses rewards and promises of rewards (raises, promotions, praise, etc.) to Influence group members.
160
He makes the grouo members compete with each other.
102
He leaves other members "on their own."
161
He schedules the work to be done.
137
He asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations.
168
He encourages the use of uniform procedures.
108
He sets an example by working hard himself.
105
He shows other members how to improve their performance.
145
He sees to It that the work of group members is coordinated.
130
He lets group members know what is expected of them.
144
He sees to it that group members are working to capacity.
154
He emphasizes the meeting of deadlines.
162
He maintains definite standards of performance. 
